PROPERTY TAX APPEAL BOARD S DECI SI ON

APPELLANT: Weder, Inc.
DOCKET NO.: 05-00461.001-C1
PARCEL NO.: 01-2-24-06-00-000-014

The parties of record before the Property Tax Appeal Board are
Weder, Inc., the appellant, by GCeorge Filcoff, Jr. of Callis,
Papa, Hale, Szewczyk, Rongey & Danzinger, P.C., Ganite Cty,
I1linois; and the Madi son County Board of Review.

The subject property consists of an 81,126 square foot
manuf acturing and warehouse facility of concrete bl ock
construction. The structure was built in phases wth the
original portion constructed in 1965 with additions in 1974 and
1983. The building contains a |loading dock with a bel ow grade
truck well, a sprinkler fire protection system and has clear
ceiling heights ranging from 12 to 14 feet. The subject property
is conposed of two parcels containing 7.09 acres located in
H ghl and, Hel vetia Townshi p, Mdi son County. However, only one
parcel was appeal ed.

The appellant appeared before the Property Tax Appeal Board by
counsel arguing the subject's assessnent is not reflective of its
fair cash val ue. In support of this claim the appellant
subm tted an appraisal estimating that the subject property had a
fair market value of $375,000 as of January 1, 2004, using the
three traditional approaches to value. Although only one parce

was appeal ed, the appellant's appraisal report enconpassed two

parcel nunbers. (01-2-24-06-00-000-014 and O01-2-24-06-00-000-
015) .

At the commencenent of the hearing, the Board's Hearing Oficer
noted the Illinois Property Tax Appeal Board issued a decision
| owering the assessnment of the subject property to $221, 450 based
upon the equity and the weight of the evidence the prior
assessnent year under Docket Nunmber 04-00563.001-C 2. In
reviewi ng the appeal, the Board's Hearing Oficer noted the
evidence in this 2005 appeal was the sane as presented in the

(Conti nued on Next Page)

Based on the facts and exhibits presented, the Property Tax
Appeal Board hereby finds no change in the assessment of the

property as established by the Madi son County Board of Review is
warranted. The correct assessed valuation of the property is:

LAND: $ 25, 040
IMPR : $ 184,710
TOTAL: $ 209, 750

Subject only to the State nultiplier as applicable.
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2004 appeal. Counsel for the appellant agreed that the evidence
was the sanme as in the prior year, however, the appellant w shed
to expand the testinmony from John M Brendel, the appellant's
apprai ser. Counsel argued the condition of the subject's roof in
the prior year's hearing was not made clear. Counsel opined the
Hearing O ficer did not adequately consider the condition of the
subject's roof in the prior year's appeal. When questi oned,
counsel contends the Property Tax Appeal Board issued an
incorrect decision for the subject property the prior year, but
he had not appeal the Board' s decision under the provisions of
the Administrative Review Law (735 ILCS 5/3-101 et seq.) and
section 16-195 of the Property Tax Code. (35 ILCS 200/ 16-195).

At the hearing, counsel tendered two new exhibits. Exhibit 1 was
a proposal to repair/replace the subject's roof for an estinated
cost of $315, 000. Exhi bit 2 was photographs of the subject's
trucki ng dock and wel | .

John M Brendel, a state licensed appraiser, was called as the
appel l ant's expert wtness w thout objection. Brendel testified
the subject's concrete block construction was popular prior to
the 1970's, but since then there are nore nodern buil di ng nethods
that require |ess nmaintenance. He testified structures nade of
concrete block like the subject require periodic tuck-pointing,
so they becone nore obsolete. The appraiser also discussed the
subject's low ceiling height when conpared to nore nodern
constructed buil dings. The appraiser next referred to a
phot ogr aph wi thin t he appr ai sal report depi cting sone
deterioration along the roof |Iline. From the interior, the
apprai ser testified there were signs of the roof's deterioration
and corrosion, noting sone water stains on the floor. The
apprai ser also noted the subject's floor had ripples and cracks
making it difficult for machinery to traverse the property. The
apprai ser was presented photographs of the trucking well show ng
wat er stains due to standing water after rains due to a |lack of a
drain. The appraiser testified this factor could potentially be
a detractor to a potential buyer because standing water could
cause damage to the wheels, hubs, and bearings of shipping
trailers.

The appraiser next referred to Exhibit 1, the proposal to
repair/replace the subject's roof for $315,727 as of Septenber
10, 2004. The appraiser testified no repairs have been nade to
the subject's roof. The appraiser acknow edged his value
concl usi on before roof repair would be $690, 000, but a $315, 000
deduction should be applied for the roof repair as any wlling
buyer or seller would have to reduce the sale price of the
property or the seller would give the buyer a credit for the
repair. As a result, Brendel concluded the subject property has
a fair market value of $375,000 given its roof condition. The
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appraiser further testified there is not very nuch demand for
properties like the subject due to its construction quality. He
testified typical demand for manufacturing and warehouse property
are for nore nodern clear span tilt-up concrete building or anore
nodern metal building with clear ceiling heights from 25 to 30
feet.

The appraiser next provided testinmony in connection with the
three approaches to value that he prepared. Under the cost
approach to value, the appraiser concluded a value of $330, 000,
which included a curable physical depreciation deduction of
$315,000 to account for the subject's roof condition. Under the
i ncone approach to value, the appraiser developed an initial
value of $670, 000. From this anmount, the appraiser deducted
$315, 000 to account for the subject's roof condition resulting in
a final value conclusion of $355, 000 under the income approach

Under the sales conparison approach to value, the appraiser
calculated an initial value of $690, 000. Agai n, the appraiser
deducted $315,000 to account for the subject's roof condition
resulting in a final value conclusion of $375,000 under the sales
conpari son approach. In reconciliation, the appraiser gave
little enphasis to the cost approach; total confidence was
wi t hheld fromthe income approach due to the subjectivity of the
capitalization rate; and the sales conparison approach was
consi dered a good indicator of value. Thus, secondary wei ght was
placed on the cost and incone approaches to value wth nost
enphasi s placed on the sal es conparison approach in arriving at a
final value estinmate for the subject property of $375,000 as of
January 1, 2004.

Under questioning, the appraiser acknow edged under the income
and sal es conpari son approaches that he adjusted the conparables

for condition when conpared to the subject. However, the
appraiser testified if there is a significant anopunt of curable
depreciation, in this case roof repair, that anount can be

deducted from all three approaches initial value conclusion.
Prior to deduction for roof repair, the appraiser testified the
adjustnents were based as if the subject property's roof was in
standard wusable condition and not in an advanced state of
disrepair. Wth respect to conparable sale 4 |ocated in Venice,
I1linois, which was al so used by the board of review s appraiser,
the appraiser testified its roof was denplished in a
t hunder st orm He was unsure if the roof collapse occurred in
2004 or 2005 but opined the collapse occurred after its sale in
2001 for $850,000 or $7.45 per square foot of building area.

The board of review submitted its "Board of Review Notes on
Appeal " wherein the subject's assessnment of $209,750 was
di scl osed. The subject’'s assessnent reflects an estimated nmarket
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val ue of $628,559 using Mdison County's 2005 three-year nedian
| evel of assessnments of 33.37%

In support of the subject's assessnent, the Chairman for the
Madi son County Board of Review, Kerry MIller, offered testinony
and presented an appraisal of the subject property prepared by
Barry T. Loman. Loman was present at the hearing and is a state
| i censed apprai ser who hol ds several professional designations in
the field of real estate valuation. The appellant's counsel
stipulated to Loman's qualifications to provide expert valuation
testinony. Loman estimated the subject's fair market value to be
$730,000 as of January 1, 2004, using the three traditional
approaches to val ue.

Al t hough only one parcel was appealed, MIler explained Loman's
apprai sal report is conposed of two parcels in which the subject
property is situated. MIler explained the adjoining parcel (01-
2-24-06- 00- 000-015) has an assessnent of approximately 21,710
which reflects an estimted market value of $65, 000. He was of
the opinion that the appropriate manner to value the subject
parcel in this appeal was to deduct the estimted market val ue
from the parcel not under appeal from the conclusion of value
devel oped by Lonman. As in the 2004 appeal, the appellant's
counsel raised no objection with this process. Deducting the
$65, 000 from Loman's value conclusion of $730,000 resulted in
resi dual value for the parcel under appeal of $665, 000, which is
hi gher than the subject's estimted market value as reflected by
the assessnent for parcel 01-2-24-06-00-000-014.

As pointed out by the appellant's counsel, board of review
Chairman Kerry Mller testified the value conclusions of both
Brendel and Loman are not far apart prior to the consideration
for the roof adjustnent. Under the <cost approach, Lonman
devel oped a value of $719,000 after the $65,000 adjustnent for
the second parcel whereas Brendel calculated a val ue of $645, 000
prior to the adjustnment for the roof. Under the inconme approach,
Loman devel oped a val ue of $693, 200 after the adjustnent for the
second parcel whereas Brendel calculated a value of $670,000
prior to the adjustnment for the roof. Under the sales conparison
approach, Loman developed a value of $665,000 after the
adjustnent for the second parcel whereas Brendel calculated a
val ue of $690, 000 prior to the adjustnment for the roof.

Wth regard to conmon conparable sale used by both appraisers
that is located in Venice, Illinois, MIller testified only a
portion of its roof collapsed in 2005 after a thunderstorm
Mller testified he is famliar with this property through the
appeal process over the last 15 years. Mller testified that as
of its date of sale in 2001, this conparable's roof was in poor
condition. Mller further explained the owners of the conparable
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made the decision not to repair the section of the structure
where the roof coll apsed, but rather denolish that portion of the
bui | di ng. Thus, the board of review reduced the conparable's
assessnent the subsequent year due to a |loss of square footage.
M Il er acknow edged the subject's roof is in poor condition, but
di sputed the nethodol ogy for assessnment purposes on how to treat
the condition of the roof and the estinmated cost to cure the roof
probl em

MIller argued that if the Board determned an adjustnment is
justified for the roof, it is the county's position that a one
ti me market val ue adjustnent of $315,000 should not be used, but
this amount should be pro-rated over the 20 year life of the
r oof . In other words, MIler testified when neasuring
depreciation of a short life or long life individual itenms, the
depreci ated value should be spread out over the |ife of that
particular item

Loman was next called as a w tness. He testified he inspected
the subject property sonetinme in 2003 and again in Novenber 2004.
Loman agreed based on his interior inspection there were sone
areas of the subject's roof needing repair noting some snall

areas with standing water. Loman testified he reviewed the
proposal for the replacenent cost of the subject's roof and found
it to be detailed, professional and proper. Loman testified he

found the concrete flooring had sone cracking in a normal way for
a 40 year old property, but he observed forklifts traversing the
fl ooring. Thus, Loman testified he did not see any indication
the cracked flooring caused problenms wth production. Loman
testified he observed two feet of standing water in the truck
wells and did not see any |oading or unl oading. However he did
not know if the standi ng water affected operations.

Under the cost approach, Loman first utilized six land sales to
estimate the value for the subject's 6.9 acre site of $151, 800.
The apprai ser next used the Marshal Valuation Service to estimate
the reproduction costs new of the inprovenents of $3,585,448. He
explained he wused reproduction costs rather than replacenent
costs due to considerations for functional obsolescence. He
explained the min difference Dbetween reproduction and
repl acenment costs in that reproduction is an exact replica with
built in obsol escence whereas replacenent costs uses nore nodern
bui | di ng t echni ques t hat are fully functi onal wi t hout
obsol escence. Using the age life method of depreciation, the
apprai ser calculated the subject property suffered physical
deprecation of 83% or $2,795,922 resulting in a depreciated cost
new for the inprovenents of $609,526. Adding the |and val ue of
$151,800 and the contributory value of the steel bins of $22,610,
Loman arrived at a final value estimte under the cost approach
of $784, 000.
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Under the sal es conparison approach, the appraiser analyzed five
suggest ed conparable sales. Four sales were |ocated in Hi ghland
and one sale was located in Venice. Brendel also used sales 1, 2
and 5. The suggested conparables consist of industrial
properties with structures ranging in size from?7,320 to 195, 298
square feet of building area. The four properties located in the
H ghland area were constructed from 1956 to 1983, wth the
property located in Venice constructed in 1940. The conparabl es
have clear ceiling heights ranging from 10 to 24 feet and office
areas ranging from 7% to 7.04% of the total building area. The
properties sold fromJuly 1999 to Cctober 2003 for prices ranging
from $175,000 to $3,906,000 or from $7.45 to $23.91 per square
foot of building area including [|and. The appraiser testified
the property in Venice was inportant to consider because he
actually inspected the property on several occasions and found it
had ongoing roof problens when it sold in Decenber 2001 for
$850, 000 or $7.45 per square foot of building area including
| and. Loman testified this property was very useful because of
its simlarity when conpared to the subject in use, size and poor
roof condition. Loman noted this property had 10 and 20 foot
clear ceiling heights, but was older than the subject. Loman
also testified the Venice property had some environnental
contam nation problens; it is located in an area with high crineg;
surroundi ng properties are deteriorating; and |acks good access
to the highway system Loman opined these factors mght have
caused its lower sale price in relation to the other conparable
properties.

After considering adjustnments to the conparables for differences
when conpared to the subject, the appraiser concluded a value
estimate for the subject of $9.00 per square foot of building
area including land or $730,000 under the sales conparison
appr oach.

Under the income approach to value, the appraiser utilized three
rental conparables located in H ghland, MIlstadt, and Ganite
Cty. The rental conparables range in size from 22,500 to
168, 456 square feet of building area; had clear ceiling heights
from 18 to 24 feet; and office area ranging from2%to 9% of the
total building area. Rental rates ranged form $2.35 to $4. 04 per
square foot of building area. The appraiser opined these
properties were superior to the subject. Based on this data,
Loman estimated the subject has a nmarket rent of $1.50 per square
foot of building area resulting in a potential gross incone of
$121,869. The appraiser deducted 10% to account for vacancy and
collection loss in arriving at an effective gross incone of
$102, 520. Expenses were estimated to be 10% which included a
reserves for replacenent allowance, resulting in a net operating
incomre of $98,568. Lonman explai ned the normal appraisal practice
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and the correct way to handle the subject's poor roof, simlar to
short-lived itenms such as floor covering or heating and cooling
systens, was to expect the owner to properly manage the property
and annually set aside funds for repairs, as in the reserves for
repl acement under the inconme approach.

Usi ng the band of investnents technique, the appraiser calculated
a capitalization rate of 11% The appraiser then added 2% to
account for the risk factor associated with the nature of the
subj ect property in its current condition in arriving at an
overall capitalization rate of 13% excluding a factor for the
effective tax rate. Capitalizing the subject’s net inconme of
$98,568 by 13% resulted in an estinmated market val ue of $758, 200
under the incone approach.

In reconciling the valuation nethods, the appraiser gave the
sal es conparison approach greatest weight. Little weight was
placed on the cost approach. As a result, the appraiser
concluded the subject property has a fair narket value of
$730, 000 as of January 1, 2004.

During his testinony, Lonman testified he his not famliar wth
the practice of deducting or making a one tine |lunp sum
deductions for a particular item from an initial valuation
concl usi on. He explained that in normal appraisal practice a
specific item such as a poor roof wuld be part of the
deprecation line in the cost approach. However, under the sales
conpari son approach, the poor roof would be considered in the
adj ustnent process made to the conparable sales. Under the
i ncone approach, consideration for a poor roof would be accounted
for in the rents received and the amount of funds put into
reserves for replacenent.

Under cross-exam nation, Loman agreed the property in Venice had

only a partial roof collapse. He disagreed that the subject's
entire roof needed repaired. The issue of expenses under the
i ncome approach was next discussed. The appellant's counsel

pointed out wusing the nonthly allotted expenses of $10,952
cal culated by Loman, which included a reserve to replace the
roof, equates to approximtely $300, 000 over 30 years, which does
not even cover the proposal for roof repair or any other itens
that may need repaired. Loman agreed the subject is owner
occupi ed. During examnation, there was nuch discussion
regardi ng about how new inprovenents are assessed by county
assessnent officials, noting they are not spread out over a
nunber of years. However, Mller <clarified the difference
bet ween rmai ntenance and capital inprovenents. In addition,
MIler testified assessnents are not adjusted wupward for
mai nt enance.
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After reviewing the record and considering the evidence, the
Property Tax Appeal Board finds that it has jurisdiction over the
parties and the subject matter of this appeal. The Property Tax
Appeal Board further finds no reduction in the subject's
assessnent i s warranted.

First, the Board finds that prior to the comencenent of the
hearing, the appellant's counsel attenpted to submt a "corrected
appraisal” of the subject that was prepared by Brendel due to
"typographical errors". These corrections occurred after the
Property Tax Appeal Board issued its 2004 decision regarding the
subject property under Docket Nunmber 04-00563.001-C 2. The
Board's Hearing O ficer did not mark this docunent as an exhi bit
nor admt the revised appraisal into the record pursuant to
section 1910.67(k) of the Oficial Rules of the Property Tax
Appeal Board, which provides:

In no case shall any witten or docunentary evi dence be
accepted into the appeal record at the hearing unless:

1) Such evidence has been submtted to the

Property Tax Appeal Board prior to the hearing
pursuant to this Part;

2) The filing requirenent is specifically waived
by the Board; or

3) The subm ssion of the witten or docunentary
evidence is specifically ordered by the Board or
Hearing O-ficer. (86 Ill.Adm Code 81910.67(k)).

The appellant argued the subject property is overval ued. VWhen
mar ket value is the basis of the appeal, the value nust be proved
by a preponderance of the evidence. Wnnebago County Board of
Revi ew v. Property Tax Appeal Board, 313 IIl1l.App.3d 179, 183, 728
N.E. 2d 1256 (2nd Dist. 2000). The Board finds the appellant has
not overcone this burden.

In support of the overvaluation claim the appellant submtted an
apprai sal and testinony fromthe appraiser estinmating the subject
property had a fair nmarket value of $375,000 as of January 1,
2004. The board of review submtted an appraisal and testinony
from the appraiser estimating the subject property had a fair
mar ket val ue of $730,000 as of January 1, 2004. Each apprai ser
identified the subject property as being conposed of two parcel
identification nunbers of O01-2-24-06-00-000-014 and 01-2-24-09-
00- 000- 015. However, only parcel nunber 01-2-24-06-00-000-014
was appealed to the Property Tax Appeal Board pursuant to the
Property Tax Code. The board of review offered testinony that
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parcel 01-2-24-09-00-000-015 has an assessnent of approxinmtely
$21, 710, whi ch reflects an esti mat ed mar ket val ue of
approxi mately $65,000. The parties agreed that $65, 000 should be
deducted from the Board's finding of market value based on the
appraisals to arrive at the assessnment for parcel 01-2-24-06-00-
000- 014. Deducting the $65,000 from both appraisals results in
esti mated market values of $310,000 based on the Brendel report
and $665,000 for the Loman report. The subject's assessnent of
$209, 750 reflects an estimated market value of $628,559 using
Madi son County's 2005 three-year nedian |evel of assessnments of
33.37%

After a review both appraisals and considering the testinony
offered by both appraisers, the Property tax Appeal Board finds
the best evidence of value was the appraisal report prepared by
Loman for the Madison County Board of Review. He estimated the
subj ect property has a fair nmarket value of $730,000 as of
January 1, 2004. Furthernore, The Property Tax Appeal Board
finds fromits analysis of the record that the evidence in this
appeal is no different from that of the prior year. The Board
finds that no new probative evidence was tinely submtted and the
expanded testinony offered by Brendel does not warrant a change
fromthe Board's previous year's findings. Thus, no reduction in
the subject's assessnent justified.

The Board finds both appraisers were in agreenent as to the
description of the subject property. The main divergence within
the two appraisals is the nethod that each expert accounted for
the subject's poor roof condition. The Board finds Lonman's
nmet hod of cal culating the subject's fair nmarket val ue considering
it roof <condition was better supported in accordance wth
acceptabl e appraisal practice and theory. Wth respect to the
subject's roof condition, the Board finds Loman adequately
supported the depreciation anmount under the cost approach;
al l ocated a reasonable anount in the reserves for replacenent and
devel oped a capitalization rate associated with higher risk given
the subject's condition under the inconme approach; and placed
primary enphasis on conparable sales that had varying degrees
simlarity of functional obsolescence, wth greatest weight
pl aced on a sim|lar conparable sale with poor roof condition |like
the subject.

The Property Tax Appeal Board gave Brendel nethod of discounting
the subject property's value due to its roof condition |ess
wei ght. Al though Brendal properly deducted for curable physica

depreciation due to its roof condition under the cost approach

the Board finds the sinplicity of deducting the |unp sum anount
for curable physical depreciation from the initial value
concl usions under the sales and incone approaches suspect. The
nore appropriate nethod would be adjusting the conparable sales
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and rentals to the subject based on the condition as well as
considerations for other salient factors, which is nore in
accordance with acceptabl e apprai sal practice and theory

The Property Tax Appeal Board finds this record contains three
comon conparabl e sales used by both appraisers. However, the
Board placed less weigh on two conparables due to considerably
| arger or snmaller size when conpared to the subject. The Board
further finds the remaining conmon conparable sale to be nost
representative of the subject. This property is an older
i ndustri al building located in an economcally challenged
community of Venice, Mdison County, Illinois. The apprai sers
each recogni zed this property had a poor roof that was in a state
of disrepair at the tinme of sale like the subject property.
Furthernmore, both Loman and Mller testified regarding their
famliarity regarding this conparable, in that is suffers from
functional obsolescence and ongoing roof problens. Thi s
conparabl e property sold in Decenmber 2001 for $850,000 or $7.45
per square foot of building area including |and. The Property
Tax Appeal Board further finds this conparable provides direct
evi dence of value in exchange for an older industrial building
with docunented deficiencies like the subject. The Board finds
this common sale contained in both appraisal reports supports
Loman's val ue concl usi on of $730,000 or $9.00 per square foot of
buil ding area. |In this sane context, the Board finds this conmon
sale clearly wundermnes Brendel's final value conclusion of
$375, 000 or $4.62 per square foot of building area.

The Property Tax Appeal Board finds the subject property has a
mar ket value of $730,000 as of January 1, 2005. The Board
further finds $65,000 nust be deducted to account for the value
on the parcel that was not appealed, which results in a final
mar ket val ue of $665,000. The subject's assessnent of $209, 750
reflects an estimted nmarket val ue of $628,559, which is |less the
final value of $665, 000. Therefore, the Property Tax Appeal
Board finds the board of reviews assessnent of the subject
property is supported and no reduction is warranted.
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This is a final admnistrative decision of the Property Tax Appeal
Board which is subject to reviewin the CGrcuit Court or Appellate
Court under the provisions of the Adm nistrative Review Law (735

I LCS 5/3-101 et seq.) and section 16-195 of the Property Tax Code.

L

Chai r man
= 7
Member Menber
Member Menber
DI SSENTI NG

CERTI FI CATI ON

As Clerk of the Illinois Property Tax Appeal Board and the keeper of
the Records thereof, | do hereby certify that the foregoing is a
true, full and conplete Final Admnistrative Decision of the

[Ilinois Property Tax Appeal Board issued this date in the above
entitled appeal, now of record in this said office.

Date: April 25, 2008

@ﬁmﬂ&@

Clerk of the Property Tax Appeal Board

| MPORTANT NOTI CE

Section 16-185 of the Property Tax Code provides in part:
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"If the Property Tax Appeal Board renders a decision |owering the
assessnent of a particular parcel after the deadline for filing
complaints with the Board of Review or after adjournnent of the
session of the Board of Review at which assessnents for the
subsequent year are being considered, the taxpayer may, within 30
days after the date of witten notice of the Property Tax Appeal
Board’ s deci sion, appeal the assessnent for the subsequent year
directly to the Property Tax Appeal Board."

In order to conply with the above provision, YOU MJST FILE A
PETI TION AND EVI DENCE W TH THE PROPERTY TAX APPEAL BOARD W THI N
30 DAYS OF THE DATE OF THE ENCLOSED DECI SION I N ORDER TO APPEAL
THE ASSESSMENT OF THE PROPERTY FOR THE SUBSEQUENT YEAR.

Based upon the issuance of a |owered assessnent by the Property
Tax Appeal Board, the refund of paid property taxes is the
responsibility of vyour County Treasurer. Please contact that
office with any questions you may have regarding the refund of
pai d property taxes.
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